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Questions Arise on NATO 



By Dan Morgan 

By linking America’s mili- 
tary protection of the Euro- 
peans with their obligation 
to cooperate politically and 
economically, President 
Nixon on Friday raised fun- 
damental questions about 
the nature and purpose of 
the Atlantic security alli- 
ance. 

For all of the 25-year ex- 
istence of . the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization, it 
has been an article of faith 
of U.S. administrations that 
American forces are in Eu- 
rope to deter Soviet military 
aggression. 

Officials have consistently 
argued against Congres- 
sional advocates of substan- 
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tial cuts in the size of these 
forces that they (troops) are 
in Europe to defend vital se- 
curity interests of the 
United States. 

The Europeans, including 
the French, have always 
known that their security 
depends on the 309,000 
troops, 7,000 nuclear weap- 
ons, hundreds of tactical' air- 
craft and assorted equip- 
ment that the United States 
keeps in NATO countries. 

This fact has given the 
United States vast leverage 
in its dealings with its allies. 
But until Friday the lever- 
age inherent in American 
power was one of the un- 
mentionables of the Atlantic 
relationship— a reality that 
was always implied rather 
than stated. 

By insisting in the strong- 
est terms he has ever used 
that security and political ■* 
cooperation are indivisible, 
President Nixon was making 
a blunt demand that is sure 
to be controversial on both 
sides of the Atlantic. 

The argument against this 
concept was made sharply 
last week in testimony be- 
fore a Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions subcommittee by Paul 
Warnke, a former assistant 
secretary of defense. 

To tie security to a com- 



mon approach on all other 
issues “overloads the cir- 
cuits 1 of the alliance,” 
Warnke contended, in argu- 
ing that NATO is primarily a 
defense alliance. 

NATO is “too expensive 
and too dangerous to retain 
as a tool for the exaction of 
economic concession,” he as- 
serted, adding: 

. “Were we to seek to 
coerce Compliance with our 
political and economic views 
by threatening the with- 
drawal of our defense sup- 
port, our allies might well 
conclude that the support 
isn’t worth very much.” 

Only eight days ago, in 
testimony before the Senate 
Finance Committee, Secre- 
tary of State Henry A. Kis- 
singer said: “We. don’t have 
troops in Europe" in order to ■ 
do a favor for the Europe- 
ans.” ' , 

At a committee hearing a 
few days later, Sen. Clifford 
P. Case (R-N.J.) said: “We 
are defending Western Eu- 
rope not because we are de- 
fending democracy there, 
but because we are defend- 
ing ourselves.” 

These arguments, Presi- 
dent Nixon said in Chicago 
Friday, will not hold politi- 
cal water in Congress. Many 
senators already have re- 
acted angrily to recent 



shows of independence by 
the nine European Common 
Market countries. 

He said it would be 
“almost impossible” to get 
Congress to support a con- 
tinued American military 
presence at current levels if 
the ; Europeans show 
“hostility” to the United 
States. 

On the other hand, some 
congressional sources said 
yesterday that President 
Nixon’s threat to withdraw 
some defense support might 
strengthen the large bloc in 
the Senate which favors a 
sharp reduction in Ameri- 
can force levels. 

Critics .of the President’s 
position also contend that 
Mr. Nixon was adding a for- 
mal political rationale for 
NATO that is historically 
new. 

The North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization was . estab- 
lished in April, 1949, in re- 
sponse to an apparent So- 
viet threat to Western Eu- 
rope. The 1948 Berlin Block- 



ade, the Communist take- 
over of Czechoslovakia the 
same year, the subsequent 
development by the Soviets 
of the atomic bomb, and the 
Korean War all gave impe- 
tus to the creation of a 
. strong Western deterrent to 
Soviet aggression. 

As East-West relations 
evolved, NATO also deter- 
red the Soviets from etfec- 
itively using a threat against 
Europe to blackmail the 
United States in other parts 
of the -world. 

Policy makers also assert 
that, by giving . war-torn 
West Germany a sense of se- 
curity, NATO also kept in 
check; German fears .that 
otherwise might . have re- 
sulted in that . country’s 
seeking to become a mili- 
tary powerhouse in its own. 
right. - , - . . 

Althoug the European 
governments now differ 



with the United States on a> 
number of issues, European 
diplomats and officials as- 
sert that even nov/they are 
cooperating extensively with 
the United States on funda- 
mental issues. 

For. instance, West Ger- 
mans say that between 1969 
and 1973 their central bank 
suffered a net loss of 14 bil- 
lion marks (about $5 billion) 
in. monetary reserves, as. a 
result of the devaluation of 
the 'dollar and a German 
pledge to Washington not to 
convert dollar reserve's into 
gold. . A .-v.v . > . 

German, British, Belgian 
and Dutch officials also 
complain that many Ameri- 
can politicans consistently 
underestimate their contri- 
bution to NATO defense. 

Some observers believe , 
that President Nixon’s re- 
marks in Chicago Friday will 
' inevitably contribute to re- 



newed Tears in Europe 
about the sincerity of the \ 
American.', commitment, to Eu- 
ropean defense. 

. At another congressional 
hearing last week, former 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of 'Defense Morton H. Halpe- 
rih asserted that “German 
confidence could not survive 
a total American withdrawal 
from Europe.”, ’ , j 

From the standpoint of 
East-Wpst negotiations on ‘ 
strategic arms -and balanced 
force reductions in Europe, 
the President’s remarks ; 
came at a delicate time. ; 

One principal aim of East- 
West force reduction talks 
in Vienna is to enable the , 
United States to cut .its 
forces in Europe without 
causing a psychological cri- 
sis among the allies. 

Many ' American experts 
feel that the United States 
could indeed mount a credi- . 
ble deterrent to Soviet ag- 
gression with a substantially ; 
reduced European force. 

Among other things, some 
of these experts feel that 
Washington could drasti- 
cally reduce the number of 
nuclear weapons in Europe. ■! 

In testimony on .Capitol 
Hill last week, some wit - 
nesses argued that the 
American arsenal of “atomic 
mines” should be brought 
home, and a new doctrine 
formulated for the allegedly 
“vulnerable” nuclear-armed 
American aircraft on “quick 
reaction alert.” P 

The problem as they see it - 
is that in the present sour 
Atlantic climate, Europeans 
might see these reductions 
as a sign of American politi- 
cal retribution. 




